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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is responsive to an amendment filed on 03/17/2010. Claims 39-54, 56 and 58- 
60 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments mailed on 03/17/2010 Remarks have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive because of the following: 

Regarding claim 39, the Applicant argues on pages 10-11 that the applicant disagrees 
with examiner response, it is because the claimed caller's request is not "yellow pages" type 
request. The applicant further argues that a white pages type request is simply a request to a 
directory assistance system for a contact information of a specifically identified party (e.g. "May 
I please have the number for XYZ plumbing" or "May I please have tile number for John 
Smith"). However, these argument is not relevant since the applicant did not define the type of 
the caller's request in the claim. 

The Applicant further argues on pages 11-14 that there is no teaching or suggestion in any 
one of Maloney, Rogers or Bauer that discloses a first service provider receiving a directory call 
from a caller using a communications device, the call including a current request for a suggestion 
of a provider of a product or service among a plurality of available third party providers desired 



Application/Control Number: 10/766,498 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2614 

by the caller. Examiner respectfully disagrees with this argument. In Col. 9, lines 1-6, Maloney 
teaches receiving, by a first service provider, a call from a caller using a communication device. 
In Col. 9, lines 40-44, Maloney further teaches the call including a current request for an item 
purchase from T.I.C Gourmet Foods Catalog (a suggestion of a provider of a product or service) 
desired by the caller. The only difference is that Maloney does not specifically teach that the 
item purchased from T.I.C Gourmet Foods Catalog is a third party provider of that item [i.e., a 
product or service] and the third party provider being independent of the first service provider. In 
Col. 1, lines 17-27 and Col. 6, line 61- Col. 7, line 6, Rogers teaches this limitation. 

The Applicant further argues on page 15 that there is no teaching or suggestion in any of 
the cited references either alone or combined, that discloses retrieving data concerning the 
manner in which one or more prior directory requests by the same caller to the first service 
provider were handled and that data is utilized to select a third party product or service provider 
from among the plurality of available third party providers in response to the current request. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees with this argument. In Col. 9, lines 15-35, Col. 10, lines 1-8, 
Maloney teaches this limitation. 

Thus the rejection of the claim in view of Maloney and Rogers remain. 

Claims 46 and 59 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 39. 
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Claim 45 and 54 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 39 and 46 respectively. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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6. Claims 39-45, 56, 59 and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Maloney et al. (US 5,555,299) in view of Rogers et al. (US 5,617,471) further in view of 
Bauer et al. (US 4,899,375). 

As to Claims 39 and 56, with respect to Figures 4-5, Maloney teaches a method for use in a 
telecommunication system, comprising: 

receiving, by a first service provider, a directory call from a caller using a communication 
device (Col. 9, lines 1-6), the call including a current request for an item purchase from T.I.C 
Gourmet Foods Catalog [i.e., a suggestion of a provider of a product or service among a plurality 
of available third party providers] desired by the caller (Col. 9, lines 40-44); 

However, Maloney does not teach that the item purchase from T.I.C Gourmet Foods 
Catalog is a third party provider of a product or service and the third party provider being 
independent of the first service provider. Rogers teaches specific information on a product [i.e., 
third party provider of a product or service] and the third party provider being independent of the 
first service provider (Col. 1, lines 17-27, Col. 6, line 61- Col. 7, line 6). Having the cited 
analogous art at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to add a third party provider of a product or service and the third party provider 
being independent of the first service provider to Maloney's invention for agent to transparently 
communicate with customer as taught by Rogers's invention in order to provide the customer a 
specific information of a particular product. 
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Maloney further teaches retrieving, from storage, data concerning the manner in which 
one or more prior directory requests by the same caller to the system were handled (Col. 9, lines 
15-24); 

Maloney further teaches utilizing at least the retrieved data concerning the manner in 
which one or more prior requests were handled to select a third party to identify a product or 
service provider from among the plurality of available third party providers in response to the 
current request (Col. 9, lines 24-35, Col. 10, lines 1-8); 

Maloney further teaches searching a database for connection information concerning the 
selected third party product or service provider (Col. 9, lines 35-45); 

Maloney further teaches facilitating a communication between the caller and the selected 
third party product or service provider based on the connection information (Col. 9, lines 35- 
45); 

Maloney further teaches storing, in the storage, data concerning the manner in which the 
current request is handled (Col. 9, fines 45-54); 

Maloney further teaches after the caller communicates with the selected third party 
product or service provider, allowing the caller to transfer automatically, in response to a 
predetermined signal received by said first service provider from the caller's communications 
device (Col. 9, line 45-54, Col. 10, lines 51-66). 

However, Maloney in view of Rogers does not specifically teach allowing the caller to 
return to the first service provider without terminating the call. 

However, it is obvious that Maloney suggests the limitation. This is because Maloney 
teaches transferring a caller from one call center to another call center and determines after each 



Application/Control Number: 10/766,498 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2614 

transfer, whether further transfer needs to take place by asking the caller "Is there anything else I 
can help you with today?" (Figure 5, label 142). This teaching suggests that a caller, after being 
transferred from call center 50 to call center 71 can request transfer back to call center 50 to 
purchase further items. Bauer teaches allowing the caller to return to the first service provider 
without terminating the call (Col. 6, lines 13-26). Having the cited analogous art at the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add return 
callers to call center 50 after being serviced at call center 71 to Maloney's invention in view of 
Rogers's invention as taught by Bauer's invention in order to allow a caller to purchase the navy 
coat or purchase other apparel based on the caller's own choice. 

As to Claim 40, Maloney teaches the method of claim 39, wherein the one or more prior 
requests were received in the same call as the current request (Col. 9, lines 30-45 and Col. 10, 
lines 1-15). 

As to Claim 41, Maloney teaches the method of claim 39, wherein the connection information 
includes a telephone number (Col. 9, lines 15-18). 

As to Claim 42, Maloney teaches the method of claim 41, wherein the communication includes 
telephone connection (Figure 1). 

As to claim 43, Maloney teaches the method of claim 39, wherein the caller is returned to the 



Application/Control Number: 10/766,498 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2614 

first service provider automatically after a disconnection by the identified product or service 
provider of the communication between the caller and the identified product or service provider 
(Col. 9, lines 45-52). 

As to Claim 44, Maloney teaches the method of claim 43, wherein the caller is returned to the 
first service provider after seconds [i.e., a predetermined period] from the disconnection (Col. 9, 
lines 65-67). 

Claim 59 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 39. 
Furthermore, Maloney teaches a method for use in a directory assistance system, comprising: 
identifying a foods product division [i.e., geographical region] based on the record (Col. 
9, lines 42-45); 

transferring the record to call center 71 [i.e., a call center] associated with the foods 
product division [i.e., geographic region] (Col. 9, lines 55-67); 

identifying a third party provider of a product or service that is not associated with call 
center 50 [i.e., the first service provider] and is located in the geographical region, based at least 
on the data concerning prior requests contained in the record (Col. 9, lines 55-67). 

As to Claim 60, Maloney teaches the method of claim 39, wherein the first service provider 
comprises a directory assistance system (Col. 8, lines 65-67, Col. 9, lines 1-6, 40-44). 
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7. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maloney et al. in 
view of Rogers et al. further in view of Bauer et al. further in view of Marwell et al. (US 

6,404,884). 

As to Claim 45, Maloney teaches the method of claim 39, wherein the selected third party 
product or service provider includes purchasing from catalogs; 

Maloney in view of Rogers further in view of Bauer does not teach the following 
limitation: 

"a restaurant" 

However, it is obvious that Maloney suggests the limitation. This is because Maloney 
teaches order and service placements using CSRs (Col. 1, lines 37-40). Marwell teaches CSR 
placement of restaurant services (Col. 18, line 66 through Col. 19, line 3). Having the cited art at 
the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
restaurant reservations to Maloney's invention in view of Rogers's invention further in view of 
Bauer's invention for additional service offerings as taught by MarwelPs invention in order to 
maximize services and responsiveness to customers. 

8. Claims 46-53 and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maloney et al. (US 5,555,299) in view of Rogers et al. (US 5,617,471). 

Claims 46 and 58 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 39. 
Furthermore, Maloney teaches a method for use in a directory assistance system, comprising: 
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assigning software [i.e., an agent in the first service provider], the software [i.e., agent] 
communicating with the third party product or service provider on behalf of the caller to satisfy 
the current request (Col. 9, lines 45-54); and 

Maloney further teaches storing, in the first service provider, data concerning the current 
request in association with the caller (Col. 9, lines 23-24). 

As to Claim 47, Maloney teaches the method of claim 46, further comprising receiving 
information concerning the caller, and generating a ticket containing details of the desired 
product or service, wherein select fields of the ticket are populated with the received information 
(Col. 9, lines 15-25). 

As to Claim 48, Maloney teaches the method of claim 47, wherein the received information 
comprises the caller's telephone number (Col. 9, lines 15-17). 

As to Claim 49, Maloney teaches the method of claim 47, wherein the received information 
comprises the caller's home address (Col. 9, lines 25-26). 

As to Claim 50, Maloney teaches the method of claim 47, wherein the received information 
comprises the caller's present location (Col. 15-19). 

As to Claim 51, Maloney teaches the method of claim 46, wherein the retrieved data comprises 
one or more caller preferences (Col. 9, lines 1-5). 
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As to Claim 52, Maloney teaches the method of claim 51, wherein the one or more caller 
preferences include preferences for selected company divisions [i.e., geographic regions] (Col. 9, 
lines 1-5). 

As to Claim 53, Maloney teaches the method of claim 47, further comprising entering the food 
division [i.e., name of the product or service provider] at which a reservation is desired on the 
ticket, accessing a database to retrieve other information regarding the product or service 
provider, and automatically populating selected fields of the ticket with said other information 
(Col. 9, lines 45-51,55,65). 

9. Claim 54 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maloney et al. in 
view of Rogers et al. further in view of Marwell et al. (US 6,404,884). 

As to Claim 54, Maloney teaches the method of claim 46, wherein the selected third party 
product or service provider includes purchasing from catalogs. 

Maloney in view of Rogers does not teach the following limitation: 
"a restaurant" 

However, it is obvious that Maloney suggests the limitation. This is because Maloney 
teaches order and service placements using CSRs (Col. 1, lines 37-40). Marwell teaches CSR 
placement of restaurant services (Col. 18, line 66 through Col. 19, line 3). Having the cited art at 
the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
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restaurant reservations to Maloney's invention in view of Rogers's invention for additional 
service offerings as taught by Marwell' invention in order to maximize services and 
responsiveness to customers. 

Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

11. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MD S. ELAHEE whose telephone number is (571)272-7536. 
The examiner can normally be reached on MON-FRI. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, FAN TSANG can be reached on (571)272-7547. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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